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) CIVIL NoO. 96-4865-11
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vs. )
) ORDER AFFIRMING FINAL DECISION
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Director, Hawaii Civil Rights) COMMISSION
Commission, )
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) DATE: AUGUST 25, 1997
)  TIME: 10 A.M.
) JUDGE: KEVIN S.C. CHANG

Appellee.

ORDER AFFIRMING FINAL DECISION OF HAWAII CIVIL RIGHTS COMMISSION

Oral Argument in the above-entitled case being held on August
25, 1997, at 10:00 a.m., before the Honorable Kevin S.C. Chang, and
Appellant being represented by Wesley K.cC. Lau, Esq., and Appellee
being represented by John \Ishihara, Esq.; the court after
conducting a de novo review under H.R.S. § 368-16(a), and carefully
reviewing the entire record and considering the written submissions
and arguments on behalf of the parties;

The Court finds and concludes as follows:

1) The Final Decision of the Hawaii civil Rights Commission

is supported by the reliable, probative, and Substantial evidence

in the record. The decision of the Commission is not Cclearly

* Note: Pursuant to Haw. R. Civ. Pro. Rule 25(d) (1), wWilliam D.
Hoshijo, the present Executive Director, has been substituted for
Linda C. Tseu as a party.
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‘oneous. H.R.S. § 91-14(g). Dole Hawaii Division v. Ramil, 71

I. 419 (1990); Camara v. Agsalud, 67 Haw. 212 (1984).

2) The record does not reveal or establish that Appellant's
fht to due process was violated. The extension of time to
iplete the investigation regarding the subject administrative
iplaint is authorized by statute and the entry of the protective
er requiring a telephonic deposition was warranted by the facts
. Circumstances of this case. Neither the entry of the
‘tective order or the extension of time to cdmplete the
‘estigation unduly prejudiced Appellant or compromised due
cess.

3) Based on the foregoing, the Final Decision issuéd by the
aii civil Rights Commission on October 29, 1996 1is hereby

IRMED and the Appeal of Appellant Dr. Harold Steinberg is hereby
IED.
SEP 15 1997

DATED: Honolulu, Hawaii

ROVED AS TO FORM:
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EY K. C.
)rney for Appellant Harold Steinberg




